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cCCL.r1·: ;,1 ·,td•c:".s as a result of earlier hernia operations (R. 47) 
:- 1 ·:_, Lr,:_~-; thci :-iJ:.'.dl cal panel and plaintiff's physicians agree that 
:·.ad s'::aLllized b" mid-Secitember or tlovember of 1980 
S'., :n: Pla1n~1~~ :ic.~ does ~·ard ~ork and housekeeping at 
r: :·_-:1 Di:-. L2rr,b, o:i \,·:'10SC' statements plaintiff relies as 
r 'c.s 3·1· ar,c:it :,ermar.e'1t total disabilit·/, qualified his 
'=~13.t >la1nt1f: not return to \.,·ork 11 in the P1ine 11 (R. 81 86) 
~rk is rue~ nore rigorous that most 
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prime reason f0r b~inn uneM[lo~0·~ at t~1c ·,resent 
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